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BASIS
GREEN BLOT DISTRICT: 
DEVELOPING LOW DENSITY FABRIC FOR THE DECLINED METROPOLITAN NEIGHBORHOOD
 
By adjusting the texture of now declined early 20th Century outer-urban neighborhoods to adopt low density 
blocks, new zoning and its resultant architecture can produce an intricate spatial fabric that mediates between 
individual customization and collective suburban image essential to American detached dwelling. Overlapping 
functions, spaces, and surfaces offer a new cohesion necessary for developing physically and socially tight-knit 
communities in a thinning, object-made fabric.
This thesis rethinks suburban practices at the scale of the house, lot, and block, in order to speak directly to issues of build-
ing autonomy, non-spatial surface and volume conventions, and residential-program-only zoning. Creating the scheme for 
a new garden suburb typology is achieved by codifying the nature of informal blotting1, urban farming, and residential artist 
movements; designing at multiple scales through residential fabric and zoning guidelines; and re-imagining the detached 
bungalow house. 
Grixdale, a vacancy-plagued neighborhood in Detroit, is assigned to become a Green Residential Zone in accordance with 
Detroit Future City’s 50-Year Detroit Land Use Plan2. Designing this urban neighborhood as a model for this new zoning 
region enables this project to alleviate problems of physical and social blight, underutilized space, and lack of community 
engagement in a city projected to begin growing in population starting after 20302. This project strives to act as a concrete 
and detailed precedent for other declining post-industrial urban neighborhoods facing comparable residential issues.
1. Blot: A collection of vacant zoning lots, combined by the owner through adjacency either legally or illegally, to create one larger lot for residential use.
2. Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013. Date Accessed: March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/.
THESIS STATEMENT pt.1
1. DETACHED AUTONOMOUS STRUCTURE
Suburbia’s definition as a typology rests largely on its close proximity, detached building 
organization.  This separates it distinctly from urban structures and connected 
townhouses, but also from rural developments, where buildings are not detached; they 
simply sit alone as objects in a field.  The suburban detachment of buildings results sets 
of autonomous figures that seem to ignore each other and assert their object-hood by 
retaining individualistic formal organization, only linked by their placement on the lot, 
general size, and aesthetic style.  
Do detached structures need to ignore each other in order to remain independent?  If we 
draw from urban fabric developments and utilize  their space-making techniques, 
suburban dwellings can take on a semi-autonomy.  Subtle carving of simple negative 
spaces and orienting houses to work together to provide larger spaces for neighborhood 
use allow detached buildings to work at a multi-lot scale without sacrificing individualism 
inherent in the suburban image. 
Essential Characteristics 
Defining the 
Suburban House
2. FRONT SETBACK & FACE
Many academics argue that the front lawn is a staple of the American suburb.  Robert 
Fishman in Bourgeois Utopias argues that the lawn, with additional roadside trees, 
creates the illusion of a shared park, an element that allows that natural realm to be 
enjoyed in an unnatural development.  He writes: “the lawn is the owner’s principal 
contribution to the suburban landscape—the piece of the “park” he keeps up himself.”   In 
1998, Diller Scofidio + Renfro exhibited their “American Lawn: Surface of Everyday Life” 
in the Canadian Center for Architecture, where their project revealed the lawn primarily as 
a domestic symbol and a civic showpiece.   
Is the lawn what imparts the image and symbol of suburbia?  One might argue, that in 
contrast to these critics, the lawn itself is not the essential element—it is the setback from 
the street.  This front setback is what allows space to showpiece the front facade, to open 
the street to simulate a spacious  park, and to objectify the house in the suburban 
landscape.  Indicative of this statement is the lack of grass in front of many suburban 
homes today; one will find much of the front yard space filled with wide paved driveway, 
shrubs, and small mulched bends instead. 
3. REAR YARD
The rear yard, although seemingly insignificant, is an essential element to suburbia as a 
typology.  Because the suburb is so object and image oriented, what is not seen is many 
times forgotten.   The rear yard acts as the truly usable outdoor space for suburban 
dwellers; it is protected from the street, it can be easily accessed from the house, and it 
allows freedom in its informality and unrestriction.  This casual leisure space is typically 
fenced in, as a small yard private and removed from the yards surrounding it.  
Can the rear yard be opened to neighboring rear yards, without losing its individuality?  
While single rear yards are typically cramped and offer no engagement with their 
surroundings, selectively opening neighboring lots can allow for semi-public space-making 
and increased neighborhood engagement.
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1998, Diller Scofidio + Renfro exhibited their “American Lawn: Surface of Everyday Life” 
in the Canadian Center for Architecture, where their project revealed the lawn primarily as 
a domestic symbol and a civic showpiece.   
Is the lawn what imparts the image and symbol of suburbia?  One might argue, that in 
contrast to these critics, the lawn itself is not the essential element—it is the setback from 
the street.  This front setback is what allows space to showpiece the front facade, to open 
the street to simulate a spacious  park, and to objectify the house in the suburban 
landscape.  Indicative of this statement is the lack of grass in front of many suburban 
homes today; one will find much of the front yard space filled with wide paved driveway, 
shrubs, and small mulched bends instead. 
3. REAR YARD
The rear yard, although seemingly insignificant, is an essential element to suburbia as a 
typology.  Because the suburb is so object and image oriented, what is not seen is many 
times forgotten.   The rear yard acts as the truly usable outdoor space for suburban 
dwellers; it is protected from the street, it can be easily accessed from the house, and it 
allows freedom in its informality and unrestriction.  This casual leisure space is typically 
fenced in, as a small yard private and removed from the yards surrounding it.  
Can the rear yard be opened to neighboring rear yards, without losing its individuality?  
While single rear yards are typically cramped and offer no engagement with their 
surroundings, selectively opening neighboring lots can allow for semi-public space-making 
and increased neighborhood engagement.
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fenced in, as a small yard private and removed from the yards surrounding it.  
Can the rear yard be opened to neighboring rear yards, without losing its individuality?  
While single rear yards are typically cramped and offer no engagement with their 
surroundings, selectively opening neighboring lots can allow for semi-public space-making 
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Milton Abbas
Dorset, 1776
First example of 
picturesque front lawn + 
street setback 
organization.
Blaise Hamlet
Bristol, 1811
Purposeful irregularity in 
lot shape and corner 
house placement.
Victoria Park
Manchester, 1837
House as object in field 
because of setbacks, 
centered in lot and 
autonomous.  
Park Town
Oxford, 1835
Lot and setback shaping 
semi-circular
street-front space.  
Fieldston
Bronx, 1910
Irregular block corners 
create angled facades in 
accordance with front 
setback. 
Ridge Quadrangles
Evanston, 1912
Alternating front setback 
lengths allowing for front 
and rear space-making 
and informal experience.
Laurelhurst
Portland, 1912
50’x100’ rectilinear lot 
introduced with small 
setbacks, allowing for high 
structure to lot ratio. 
Grand Circle
Chicago, 1918
Radially organized lots 
around circular center 
driveway, with houses 
facing outwards to 
surrounding circular 
street.
Green Hills 
Subdivision
Cincinnati, 1923
House clusters of six 
create rectilinear interior 
shared court by acting 
non-autonomously. 
Trier Center 
Neighborhood
Chicago, 1912
Informal and varied house 
arrangements creates 
shared court and complex 
spatial relationships, with 
the help of strategically 
aligned fences.
Laburnum Park
Richmond, 1912
Large blocks wrapped 
with residential lots create 
internal shared 
playground space.
Chestnut Hill
Philadelphia, 1854
Quarter-circle groups of 
non-rectilinear houses 
define semi-circular space.  
Forest Hills Gardens
Queens, 1909
Long, angled building wings 
define multiple spaces, and 
utilize shared garage to 
further define court. 
Noreg Village
Gloucester, 1918
Angled corner  house 
clusters create trapezoidal 
space to the street.
Bath
Bath, 1919
Radially organized  corner  
house clusters create 
semi-circular space to the 
street.
Subway Suburb
1976
Semi-circular cuts into 
block create shared space 
with block across the 
street. 
GREEN BLOT 
DISTRICT
Detroit, 2060
Informal clustering and 
zoning guidelines create 
varied space-making 
houses that define a 
network of  
semi-communal spaces 
between lots using 
structure, surface, and the 
shed.
City Residential 
Land Development 
Competition, FLW 
Entry
Chicago, 1912
Quad-house clusters 
create communal space 
and interconnection to 
neighbors. 
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non-auton mously. 
T ier Center 
Neighborhood
Chicago, 912
Informal and varied house 
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GARDEN SUBURB TIMELINE
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
DETROIT ARTIST MOVEMENTS
12
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES DETROIT URBAN FARMINGDETROIT BLOTTING
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewa
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Detroit Blotting Detroit Urban FarmingDetroit Artist Movements 
Existing B 1.5/2/2.5/etc - Shared Lot 
Existing A 2/3/4/etc - Adjacent Lot 
Existing C  3/4/5 - Surrounding Lots
Potential A  2/4/6/etc - Rear/Rectangle Lot 
Potential B  3/4/5/etc - “L” Lot
Potential C  2/4/5/6/etc - “Z” / Diagonal Lot
Blotted Properties
Representative  Detroit Region, Margaret Dewar
Detroit. Demolition. Disneyland.
Blight removal through visibility. 
The Heidelberg Project
Vacancy and blight to art and sculpture. 
Power House Productions
Vacancy to multi-use non-residential.
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
BASIS
INFORMAL INITIATIVES
Highland 
Park
Hamtramck
Percent of Detroit Parcels with Vacant Housing Structure
First Quartile (Lowest Vacancy Rate):  0% - 7% 
Second Quartile:  7% - 12.5%
Third Quartile: 12.5% - 19.5%
Fourth Quartile (Highest Vacancy Rate): 19.5% - 60% 
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
Percent of Detroit Lots Vacant
0% - 12.5%
12.6% - 25%
25.1% - 50%
50.1% - 100%
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
“City Airport”, Motor City Mapping, Web 
Map, accessed February 5, 2016. 
https://www.motorcitymapping.org/#t=
overview&s=detroit/city-airport&f=all
“Housing Vacancy Rate” & “Vacant Lots as a 
Percentage of Residential Parcels,”Data 
Driven Detroit, Report, September 2013.
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
50-Year Plan:
 
To remain higher density 
traditional residential.
50-Year Plan:
 
To become lower density 
Green Residential, varied. 
50-Year Plan:
 
To become Innovation 
Productive / Ecological 
open park, varied.LOW VACANCY MEDIUM VACANCY HIGH VACANCY
196019501940 1970 1980
1967:
Race Riots
1973:
Oil Crisis
2009:
Auto Industry Bail-Out
7/18/2013:
Detroit files 
for bankruptcy
2012:
Murder Rate tops 1970’s Levels
2030:
Detroit population levels projected to stabilize
1974:
“Murder Capital” of US
Continued urban decay, crime, and poverty, leading to continued flight.
1990 2000 2010
Population, Millions
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
1943:
Race Riots
1950:
Height of Pop,
1.8 M
Auto industry automation 
leading to massive layoffs, racial 
tension leading to flight.
“Can Motown be Mended?” The Economist, July 27, 2013, accessed February 5, 2016.
http://www.economist.com/news/united-states/21582285-americas-biggest-ever-
city-bankruptcy-starts-roll-can-motown-be-mended
Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013.  Date Accessed: March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/. 
 BASIS
DETROIT VACANCY CRISIS
Highland 
Park
Hamtramck
Percent of Detroit Parcels with Vacant Housing Structure
First Quartile (Lowest Vacancy Rate):  0% - 7% 
Second Quartile:  7% - 12.5%
Third Quartile: 12.5% - 19.5%
Fourth Quartile (Highest Vacancy Rate): 19.5% - 60% 
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
Percent of Detroit Lots Vacant
0% - 12.5%
12.6% - 25%
25.1% - 50%
50.1% - 100%
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
“City Airport”, Motor City Mapping, Web 
Map, accessed February 5, 2016. 
https://www.motorcitymapping.org/#t=
overview&s=detroit/city-airport&f=all
“Housing Vacancy Rate” & “Vacant Lots as a 
Percentage of Residential Parcels,”Data 
Driven Detroit, Report, September 2013.
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
50-Year Plan:
 
To remain higher density 
traditional residential.
50-Year Plan:
 
To become lower density 
Green Residential, varied. 
50-Year Plan:
 
To become Innovation 
Productive / Ecological 
open park, varied.LOW VACANCY MEDIUM VACANCY HIGH VACANCY
196019501940 1970 1980
1967:
Race Riots
1973:
Oil Crisis
2009:
Auto Industry Bail-Out
7/18/2013:
Detroit files 
for bankruptcy
2012:
Murder Rate tops 1970’s Levels
2030:
Detroit population levels projected to stabilize
1974:
“Murder Capital” of US
Continued urban decay, crime, and poverty, leading to continued flight.
1990 2000 2010
Population, Millions
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
1943:
Race Riots
1950:
Height of Pop,
1.8 M
Auto industry automation 
leading to massive layoffs, racial 
tension leading to flight.
“Can Motown be Mended?” The Economist, July 27, 2013, accessed February 5, 2016.
http://www.economist.com/news/united-states/21582285-americas-biggest-ever-
city-bankruptcy-starts-roll-can-motown-be-mended
Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013.  Date Accessed: March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/. 
 BASIS
DETROIT VACANCY CRISIS
14
“City Airport”, Motor City Mapping, Web Map, accessed February 5, 2016.
https://www.motorcitymapping.org/#t=overview&s=detroit/city-airport&f= ll
“Housing Vacancy Rate” & “Vacant Lots as a Percentage of Residential Parcels,”Data 
Driven Detroit, Report, September 2013.
Highland 
Park
Hamtramck
Percent of Detroit Parcels with Vacant Housing Structure
First Quartile (Lowest Vacancy Rate):  0% - 7% 
Second Quartile:  7% - 12.5%
Third Quartile: 12.5% - 19.5%
Fourth Quartile (Highest Vacancy Rate): 19.5% - 60% 
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
Percent of Detroit Lots Vacant
0% - 12.5%
12.6% - 25%
25.1% - 50%
50.1% - 100%
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
“City Airport”, Motor City Mapping, Web 
Map, accessed February 5, 2016. 
https://www.motorcitymapping.org/#t=
overview&s=detroit/city-airport&f=all
“Housing Vacancy Rate” & “Vacant Lots as a 
Percentage of Residential Parcels,”Data 
Driven Detroit, Report, September 2013.
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
50-Year Plan:
 
To remain higher density 
traditional residential.
50-Year Plan:
 
To become lower density 
Green Residential, varied. 
50-Year Plan:
 
To become Innovation 
Productive / Ecological 
open park, varied.LOW VACANCY MEDIUM VACANCY HIGH VACANCY
196019501940 1970 1980
1967:
Race Riots
1973:
Oil Crisis
2009:
Auto Industry Bail-Out
7/18/2013:
Detroit files 
for bankruptcy
2012:
Murder Rate tops 1970’s Levels
2030:
Detroit population levels projected to stabilize
1974:
“Murder Capital” of US
Continued urban decay, crime, and poverty, leading to continued flight.
1990 2000 2010
Population, Millions
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
1943:
Race Riots
1950:
Height of Pop,
1.8 M
Auto industry automation 
leading to massive layoffs, racial 
tension leading to flight.
“Can Motown be Mended?” The Economist, July 27, 2013, accessed February 5, 2016.
http://www.economist.com/news/united-states/21582285-americas-biggest-ever-
city-bankruptcy-starts-roll-can-motown-be-mended
Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013.  Date Accessed: March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/. 
 BASIS
DETROIT VACANCY CRISIS
Highland 
Park
Hamtramck
Percent of Detroit Parcels with Vacant Housing Structure
First Quartile (Lowest Vacancy Rate):  0% - 7% 
Second Quartile:  7% - 12.5%
Third Quartile: 12.5% - 19.5%
Fourth Quartile (Highest Vacancy Rate): 19.5% - 60% 
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
Percent of Detroit Lots Vacant
0% - 12.5%
12.6% - 25%
25.1% - 50%
50.1% - 100%
Excluded Block Group (Insufficient Data)
“City Airport”, Motor City Mapping, Web 
Map, accessed February 5, 2016. 
https://www.motorcitymapping.org/#t=
overview&s=detroit/city-airport&f=all
“Housing Vacancy Rate” & “Vacant Lots as a 
Percentage of Residential Parcels,”Data 
Driven Detroit, Report, September 2013.
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
Housing 
Vacancy
Land AreaVacant Parcels: 
Publicly Owned
50-Year Plan:
 
To remain higher density 
traditional residential.
50-Year Plan:
 
To become lower density 
Green Residential, varied. 
50-Year Plan:
 
To become Innovation 
Productive / Ecological 
open park, varied.LOW VACANCY MEDIUM VACANCY HIGH VACANCY
196019501940 1970 1980
1967:
Race Riots
1973:
Oil Crisis
2009:
Auto Industry Bail-Out
7/18/2013:
Detroit files 
for bankruptcy
2012:
Murder Rate tops 1970’s Levels
2030:
Detroit population levels projected to stabilize
1974:
“Murder Capital” of US
Continued urban decay, crime, and poverty, leading to continued flight.
1990 2000 2010
Population, Millions
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
1943:
Race Riots
1950:
Height of Pop,
1.8 M
Auto industry automation 
leading to massive layoffs, racial 
tension leading to flight.
“Can Motown be Mended?” The Economist, July 27, 2013, accessed February 5, 2016.
http://www.economist.com/news/united-states/21582285-americas-biggest-ever-
city-bankruptcy-starts-roll-can-motown-be-mended
Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013.  Date Accessed: March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/. 
 BASIS
DETROIT VACANCY CRISIS
BASIS
DETROIT VACANCY CRISIS
“Can Motown be Mended?” The Economist, July 27, 2013, accessed February 5, 2016.
http://www.economist.com/news/united-states/21582285-americas-biggest-evercity-
bankruptcy-starts-roll-can-motown-be-mended
Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013. Date Accessed: 
March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/.
G R E E N  B L O T  D I S T R I C T  
Developing Low Density Fabric 
for the Declined Metropolitan 
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TOM ARLEO
Original 
State 
[1930-50’s]
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Near 
Future 
[2020’s]
Inevitable 
Future 
[2030-40’s]
INTRICATE SPATIAL 
FABRIC 
(URBAN)
×
INDIVIDUALITY/IMAGE 
(SUBURBAN, 
INFORMALITY) 
÷
DECLINED URBAN 
DENSITY 
(NEW PHENOMENON) 
=
NEW GARDEN 
SUBURB
III. ELEMENTS
IV. HOUSES
II. BLOTS
I. SUPERBLOCKS
 By adjusting the texture of now declined early 20th Century outer-urban neighborhoods to adopt low density blocks, new zoning and its resultant architecture can produce an intri-
cate spatial fabric that mediates between individual customization and collective suburban image essential to American detached dwelling.  Overlapping functions, spaces, and surfac-
es offer a new cohesion necessary for developing physically and socially tight-knit communities in a thinning, object-made fabric.
 
 This thesis rethinks suburban practices at the scale of the house, lot, and block, in order to speak directly to issues of building autonomy, non-spatial surface and volume conventions, and resi-
dential-program-only zoning.  Creating the scheme for a new garden suburb typology is achieved by codifying the nature of informal blotting1, urban farming, and residential artist movements; design-
ing at multiple scales through residential fabric and zoning guidelines; and re-imagining the detached bungalow house. 
 Grixdale, a vacancy-plagued neighborhood in Detroit, is assigned to become a Green Residential Zone in accordance with Detroit Future City’s 50-Year Detroit Land Use Plan2. Designing this 
urban neighborhood as a model for this new zoning region enables this project to alleviate problems of physical and social blight, underutilized space, and lack of community engagement in a city 
projected to begin growing in population starting after 20302.   This project strives to act as a concrete and detailed precedent for other declining post-industrial urban neighborhoods facing compara-
ble residential issues.
1. Blot: A collection of vacant zoning lots, combined by the owner through adjacency either legally or illegally, to create one larger lot for residential use.  
2. Detroit Future City, “2012 Detroit Strategic Framework Plan,” Detroit: 2013.  Date Accessed: March 29, 2016, http://detroitfuturecity.com/. 
Structure to Lot Average: 34%
Structure to Block Average : 23%
Average Residents per Block: 134
Average SqFt per Resident: 1,300 sf
Average Residents per Block: 88
Average SqFt per Resident: 2,000 sf
Average Residents per Block: 60
Average SqFt per Resident: 3,000 sf
Residents per Block: 
64
Average SqFt per Resident: 
2,800 sf
Structure to Lot Average: 25% 
Structure to Block Average: 9%
*Estimates based on block 
organization, zoning, and 
vacancy data. Each house is 
assumed to have four 
residents.
Structure to Lot Average: 27% 
Structure to Block Average: 15%
Structure to Lot Average: 
19%
Structure to Block Average: 
11%
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Structure to Lot Average: 34%
Structure to Block Average : 23%
Average Residents per Block: 134
Average SqFt per Resident: 1,300 sf
Average Residents per Block: 88
Average SqFt per Resident: 2,000 sf
Average Resident  per Block: 60
Average SqFt per Resident: 3,000 sf
Residents per Block: 
64
Average SqFt per Resident: 
2,800 sf
Structure to Lot Average: 25% 
Structure to Block Average: 9%
*Estimates based on block 
organization, zoning, and 
vacancy data. Each house is 
assumed to have four 
residents.
Structure to Lot Average: 27% 
Structure to Block Average: 15%
Structure to Lot Average: 
19%
Structure to Block Average: 
11%
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A. Single Block 
B. Bi-Block 
C. Tri-Block 
2.
COMBINATION
Block Combination Guidelines for Creating Superblocks with Public 
Park Space: Parallel blocks that have adjacent vacant blots on either 
side of the street can be connected as a continuous park region.
- Blots may be combined up to 180 ft in width per side. 
- Combined blot park regions must sit at least 120 ft from either short 
end of the block.
- Combined blot park regions may be connected in up to 3 blocks total 
(Bi-Blocks and Tri-Blocks).
1.
TYPE
Block Regions: Public Park, Multi-Use/Business Option, and Residential Density 1 
and 2, further defined in [II. Blots].
- Public Park: Vacant blots connected across blocks to create superblocks, 
composed of grassy space, trees, and pathways.
- Multi-Use/Business Optional: Region flanking both ends of blocks and 
superblocks, applied to blots up to 120ft from either short end of the block, allows 
for blot owner to choose either residential or multi-use/business flexible zoning. 
- Residential Density 1: Higher Density Region on outermost blots on long ends of 
blocks and superblocks, where 2 and 3 lot blots are zoned for residential use. 
- Residential Density 2: all non specified blots in interior of superblocks, defined by 
3 and 4 lot blots. 
3.
CIRCULATION
Block Circulation Guidelines:
- Superblock Cul-De-Sacs:  Where superblocks connect park space, 
cul-de-sacs are to be created in order to allow for turnaround and 
driveway connection space. 
- Public Park Regions: park regions must feature at least one 
continuous pathway from one outer superblock sidewalk to the other, 
in order to allow for pedestrian, bicycle, and maintenance travel 
through multiple blocks and superblocks. 
City Center
District Center 
Neighborhood Center
Green Mixed-Rise
Traditional Medium Density
Traditional Low Density
Live + Make
Heavy Industrial 
Utilities
General Industrial
Light Industrial
Green Residential 
Innovation Productive
Innovation Ecological
Large Park
Cemetery
Green Buffers
occupied 
vacant
likely vacant
insufficient data
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Max Allowable Structure Coverage: 
25%
Typical Blot Area: 
6,000 sf
Typical Max Coverage:
1,500 sf
Max Allowable Structure Coverage: 
18%
Typical Blot Area: 
9,000 sf
Typical Max Coverage:
1,620 sf
Max Allowable Structure Coverage: 
15%
Typical Blot Area: 
12,000 sf
Typical Max Coverage:
1,800 sf
COMBINATION
Lot to Blot Conglomeration Requirements: 
- Existing lots may be combined into 2, 3, or 4 
lot Blots. 
- Vacant lots (with or without vacant building 
structures) are to be conglomerated. 
- Occupied lots will be combined with their 
adjacent lots, if not already at least 2-lots in 
size, at the discretion of the owner and city 
planning committee. 
- All lot conglomeration must be designed to 
A. Residential
Residential Blot General Guidelines, detailed 
further in [III Elements]:
- Residential Blots may feature a Primary 
Structure (House), Non-Primary Structure 
(Shed), Lot Surface Differentiation (Ground), 
Foliage (Tree), and Vertical Barriers (Fence).
- All enclosed structure must align its front at 
the 20 ft front setback.
- 6ft side setbacks are designed for paved rear 
shed access. 
B. Multi-Use / Business
Multi-Use / Business Blot General Guidelines:
- Multi-Use / Business Blots may feature, by 
option, a non-residential building (small 
business, retail, or community), special public 
space (outdoor gym, playground, or urban 
farm), or a combination of both. 
- All enclosed structure must align its front at 
the 10ft front setback.
- The street curb may be brought into the 
block to allow for street parking space as long 
as the sidewalk remains continuous. 
C. Public Park
Public Park Blot General Guidelines:
- Public Park Blots must feature primarily short 
grass, and may include surface variation (tall 
grass, putting green, mulch bed, etc) trees, 
and small, non-enclosed buildings. 
- One half-lot on either outer-end of each 
superblock must be allotted to circulatory and 
connective space for center public park 
regions.
C
B
A
2 - LOT BLOT 3 - LOT BLOT 4 - LOT BLOT
II 
BLOTS
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Max Allowable Structure Coverage: 
25%
Typical Blot Area: 
6,000 sf
Typical Max Coverage:
1,500 sf
Max Allowable Structure Coverage: 
18%
Typical Blot Area: 
9,000 sf
Typical Max Coverage:
1,620 sf
Max Allowable Structure Coverage: 
15%
Typical Blot Area: 
12,000 sf
Typical Max Coverage:
1,800 sf
COMBINATION
Lot to Blot Conglomeration Requirements: 
- Exis ing l s may be c bined into 2, 3, or 4 
lot Blots. 
- Vacant lots (with r without vacant building 
structures) are to be conglomerated. 
- Occ pied lots will be combined with their 
adjacent lots, if not already at least 2-lots in 
size, at the discretion of the owner and city 
plan ing committee. 
- All lot conglomeration us  b  designed to 
A. Residential
Residential Blot G neral Guidelines, detailed 
further in [III Elements]:
- Residential Blots may feature a Primary 
Structure (House), Non-Primary Structure 
(Shed), Lot Surface Differentiation (Ground), 
Foliage (Tree), and Vertical Bar iers (Fenc ).
- All enclosed str ctu e must lig  its front at
the 20 ft front setb ck.
- 6ft side setbacks are designed for paved rear 
shed access. 
B. Multi-Use / Business
Multi-Use / Busines  Blot General Guidelines:
- Multi-Use / Business Blots may feature, by 
option, a non-residential building (small 
business, retail, or community), sp cial pu lic 
space (outd or gym, playground, or urban 
farm), or a combination of both. 
- All encl sed structure must align its front at 
the 10ft front setback.
- The stre t curb may be brou ht into the 
block to allow for street parking space as long 
as the sidewalk remains continuous. 
C. Public Park
Public Park Blot General Guidelines:
- Public Park Blots must feature primarily short 
grass, and may include surface variation (tall 
grass, putting green, mulch bed, etc) trees, 
and small, non-enclosed buildings. 
- One half-lot on either outer-en  of each 
superblock must be allotted to circulatory and 
co nective spac  for cen  public p rk 
regi ns.
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PROTOCOL
II 
1. 
RATIO 
Lot to Structure Ratio: 
maximum lot coverage for all 
structures combined.
- Dual Lot Blot: 25% 
- Tri Lot Blot: 18%
- Quad Lot Blot: 15%
2. 
SETBACK
Lot Setback Zone: minimum 
offset from lot line for primary 
building structure.
- Front and Rear: 20ft
- Sides: 6ft
3. 
WIDTH
Primary Structure Width 
Requirement: 
Building structures may not 
exceed 16ft in width, 
measured perpendicular to 
long faces of building. 
1. 
SETBACK
Non-Primary Structure 
Setback Requirements:
- Non-primary structures must 
be located behind front 
setback line (20ft from 
sidewalk).  On all other parts 
of the lot (sides and rear lot), 
non-primary structures must 
sit at least 1ft off of property 
line.
2. 
DIMENSION
Non-primary Structure 
Dimension Requirements:
- Non-primary structure 
maximum width and length: 
16ft x 24ft
- Non-primary structure 
maximum height: 15ft
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Non-Primary Structure 
Alignment Requirements: 
- Non-primary structures must 
align along the front or rear 
setback, within 5 feet.
4. 
HEIGHT
Primary Structure Height 
Requirement:
- Buildings may not exceed 
35’ in total height.
- Buildings may have up to 2 
floors above ground. 
1. 
TYPE
 Surface Types: Hard, Mid, 
and Soft.
- Hard Surface: Asphalt or similar 
experientially, such as concrete, 
stone, brick, or gravel.  Must be 
able to withstand the weight of a 
motor vehicle without damage or 
significant alteration.
- Mid Surface: Mulch or similar 
experientially, such as loose small 
pebbles or pine straw.
- Soft Surface: Grass or similar 
experientially, such as short 
clover, turf, or sedge. 
2. 
WIDTH
Surface Width Requirements:
- Hard Surface: can be used 
on any ground areas of lot 
22ft or less in width.
- Mid surface: can be used on 
any ground areas of lot 22ft or 
less in width.
- Soft surface: used on any 
ground areas of lot larger than 
6ft in width where hard 
surface and mid surface is not 
required. 
3. 
AREA
Surface Ground Area 
Requirements:
- At least 3ft x 6ft hard or 
medium surface is required 
within front setback area, 
defined as the ground area 
between the zoning setback 
line and 16ft offset from this 
line.  
- At least 50% of lot must be 
covered in soft surface. 
1. 
TYPE
Foliage types: Large Tree, 
Small Tree, Hedge, Plant
- Large Tree: any tree larger 
taller than overall house 
height.
- Small Tree: any tree shorter 
than overall house height, can 
be used in series as a barrier 
(See: E. Fence).
2. 
PLACEMENT
Foliage Type Placement 
Requirements:
- Front Yard and Side Yards: 
Small Trees, Hedges, and 
Plants are allowed in the front 
yard.
- Rear Yard: Large Trees, 
Small Trees, and Hedges are 
allowed in the rear yard. 
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Foliage Alignment 
Requirements:
- Large trees must be placed 
at least 15 feet away of the lot 
line and any structures.
- Small trees must be placed 
at least 2 feet away of the lot 
line and any primary 
structures.
Hedges must be placed at 
least 1 foot off of the lot line 
and any primary structures.
 
1. 
TYPE
Barrier Types: Wall, 
Fence, Hedge, Small Tree 
Series
2. 
DIMENSION
Barrier Size Requirements:
- Wall, Fence, and Hedge 
height: 6ft max
- Tree Series Height: 18 ft 
max
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Barrier Alignment 
Requirements:
- Wall and Fences must sit on 
lot line up to the front lot 
setback, which they must sit 
upon.
- Hedges and Tree Series’s 
must sit at least 1 foot off of 
lot and front setback lines
4. 
RAISED 
Porch / Deck Surface 
Requirements:
-porch or deck structures must be 
attached to primary structure, and 
must stay within setback zone, 
except in the front.
- Hard surface may be used up to 
3 ft above the ground as porch or 
deck.
-front porches may extend off of 
primary structure up to 8 ft. into 
the front setback
- rear structures may extend off of 
primary structure up to 24 ft into 
the rear yard setback area
5. 
ALIGNMENT
Primary Structure Front and Side 
Alignment Requirements:
 
- Primary structures must align to one front 
corner of the lot setback zone.
- Building structure length perpendicular to 
front lot line may not exceed length of the 
street-front structure.
- Lot with no adjacent structures, structures 
aligned to both sides of lot, and structures 
aligned to opposite sides of lot: owner may 
choose side to align primary structure to.
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
lot line: primary structure must align to this 
side. 
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
opposite, lot line: primary structure must 
align to the opposite side of this structure. 
A. House  (primary structure) C. Ground  (lot surface)
B. Shed  (non-primary structure) D. Tree (foliage) E. Fence (vertical barrier)
PROTOCOL
III
ELEMENTS
1. 
RATIO 
Lot to Structure Ratio: 
maximum lot coverage for all 
structures combined.
- Dual Lot Blot: 25% 
- Tri Lot Blot: 18%
- Quad Lot Blot: 15%
2. 
SETBACK
Lot Setback Zone: minimum 
offset from lot line for primary 
building structure.
- Front and Rear: 20ft
- Sides: 6ft
3. 
WIDTH
Primary Structure Width 
Req irement: 
Building structures may not 
exceed 16ft in width, 
measured perpendicular to 
long faces of building. 
1. 
SETBACK
Non-Primary Structure 
Setback Requirem nts:
- Non-primary structures must 
be located behind front 
s tback line (20ft from 
sidewalk).  On all other parts 
of the lot (sides and rear lot), 
non-primary structures must 
sit at least 1ft off of property 
line.
2. 
DIMENSION
Non-primary Structure 
Dime sion Requirements:
- Non-primary structure 
maximum width and length: 
16ft x 24ft
- Non-primary structure 
maximum height: 15ft
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Non-Primary Structure 
Alignment Req irements: 
- Non-primary structur s must 
align along the front or rear 
setback, within 5 feet.
4. 
HEIGHT
Primary Structure Height 
Requirement:
- Buildings may not exceed 
35’ in total eight.
- Buildings may have up to 2 
floors above ground. 
1. 
TYPE
 Surface Types: Hard, Mid, 
nd Soft.
- Hard Surface: Asphalt or similar 
experientially, such as concrete, 
stone, brick, or gravel.  Must be 
able to withstand the weight of a 
motor vehicle without damage or 
significant alteration.
- Mid Surface: Mulch or similar 
experientially, such as loose small 
pebbles or pine straw.
- Soft Surface: Grass or similar 
experientially, such as short 
clover, turf, or sedge. 
2. 
WIDTH
Surface Width Requirements:
- Hard Surface: can be used 
on any ground areas of lot 
22ft or less i  width.
- Mid surface: can be used on 
any ground areas of lot 22ft or 
less in width.
- Soft surface: used on any 
ground areas of lot larg r than 
6ft in width where hard 
surface and mid surface is not 
required. 
3. 
AREA
Surface Ground Area 
Requirements:
- At least 3ft x 6ft hard or 
medium surface is requir d 
within front setback are , 
define  as the ground area 
between the zoning setback 
line and 16ft offset from this 
line.  
- At least 50% of lot must be 
covered in soft surface. 
1. 
TYPE
Foliage types: Large Tree, 
Small r , Hedg , Plant
- Large Tree: any tree larger 
taller than overall house 
height.
- Small Tree: any tree short r 
than overall hous  h ight, can 
be used in series as a barrier 
(See: E. Fence).
2. 
PLACEMENT
Foliage Type Placement 
Requirements:
- Front Yard and Side Yards: 
Small Trees, Hedges, and 
Plants are allowed in the front 
yard.
- Rear Yard: Large Trees, 
Small Trees, and Hedges are 
allowed in the rear yard. 
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Foliage Alignment 
Requirements:
- Large trees must be placed 
at least 15 feet away of the lot 
line and any structures.
- Small trees must be placed 
at least 2 feet away of the lot 
lin  and any primary 
structures.
Hedges must be pla ed at 
least 1 foot off of the lot line 
and any primary structures.
 
1. 
TYPE
Barrier Types: Wall, 
Fence, Hedge, Small Tree 
Series
2. 
DIMENSION
Barrier Size Requirements:
- Wall, Fence, and Hedge 
height: 6ft max
- Tree Series Height: 18 ft 
max
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Barrier Alignment 
Requirements:
- Wall and Fences must it on 
lot line up to the front lot 
setback, which they must sit 
upon.
- Hedges a d Tree Series’s 
must sit at least 1 foot off of 
lot and front setback lines
4. 
RAISED 
Porch / Deck Surface 
Requirements:
-porch or deck structures must be 
attached to primary structure, and 
must stay within setback zone, 
except in the front.
- Hard surface may be used up to 
3 ft above the ground as porch or 
deck.
-front porches may extend off of 
primary structure up to 8 ft. into 
the front setback
- rear structures may extend off of 
primary structure up to 24 ft into 
the rear yard setback area
5. 
ALIGNMENT
Primary Structure Front and Side 
Alignment Requirements:
 
- Primary structures must align to one front 
corner of the lot setback zone.
- Building structure length perpendicular to 
front lot line may not exceed length of the 
street-front structure.
- Lot with no adjacent structures, structures 
aligned to both sides of lot, and structures 
aligned to opposite sides of lot: owner may 
choose side to align primary structure to.
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
lot line: primary structure must align to this 
side. 
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
opposite, lot line: primary structure must 
align to the opposite side of this structure. 
A. House  (primary structure) C. Ground  (lot surface)
B. Shed  (non-primary structure) D. Tree (foliage) E. Fence (vertical barrier)
PROTOCOL
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1. 
RATIO 
Lot to Structure Ratio: 
maximum lot coverage for all 
structures combined.
- Dual Lot Blot: 25% 
- Tri Lot Blot: 18%
- Quad Lot Blot: 15%
2. 
SETBACK
Lot Setback Zone: minimum 
offset from lot line for primary 
building structure.
- Front and Rear: 20ft
- Sides: 6ft
3. 
WIDTH
Primary Structure Width 
Requirement: 
Building structures may not 
exceed 16ft in width, 
measured perpendicular to 
long faces of building. 
1. 
SETBACK
Non-Primary Structure 
Setback Requirements:
- Non-primary structures must 
be located behind front 
setback line (20ft from 
sidewalk).  On all other parts 
of the lot (sides and rear lot), 
non-primary structures must 
sit at least 1ft off of property 
line.
2. 
DIMENSION
Non-primary Structure 
Dimension Requirements:
- Non-primary structure 
maximum width and length: 
16ft x 24ft
- Non-primary structure 
maximum height: 15ft
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Non-Primary Structure 
Alignment Requirements: 
- Non-primary structures must 
align along the front or rear 
setback, within 5 feet.
4. 
HEIGHT
Primary Structure Height 
Requirement:
- Buildings may not exceed 
35’ in total height.
- Buildings may have up to 2 
floors above ground. 
1. 
TYPE
 Surface Types: Hard, Mid, 
and Soft.
- Hard Surface: Asphalt or similar 
experientially, such as concrete, 
stone, brick, or gravel.  Must be 
able to withstand the weight of a 
motor vehicle without damage or 
significant alteration.
- Mid Surface: Mulch or similar 
experientially, such as loose small 
pebbles or pine straw.
- Soft Surface: Grass or similar 
experientially, such as short 
clover, turf, or sedge. 
2. 
WIDTH
Surface Width Requirements:
- Hard Surface: can be used 
on any ground areas of lot 
22ft or less in width.
- Mid surface: can be used on 
any ground areas of lot 22ft or 
less in width.
- Soft surface: used on any 
ground areas of lot larger than 
6ft in width where hard 
surface and mid surface is not 
required. 
3. 
AREA
Surface Ground Area 
Requirements:
- At least 3ft x 6ft hard or 
medium surface is required 
within front setback area, 
defined as the ground area 
between the zoning setback 
line and 16ft offset from this 
line.  
- At least 50% of lot must be 
covered in soft surface. 
1. 
TYPE
Foliage types: Large Tree, 
Small Tree, Hedge, Plant
- Large Tree: any tree larger 
taller than overall house 
height.
- Small Tree: any tree shorter 
than overall house height, can 
be used in series as a barrier 
(See: E. Fence).
2. 
PLACEMENT
Foliage Type Placement 
Requirements:
- Front Yard and Side Yards: 
Small Trees, Hedges, and 
Plants are allowed in the front 
yard.
- Rear Yard: Large Trees, 
Small Trees, and Hedges are 
allowed in the rear yard. 
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Foliage Alignment 
Requirements:
- Large trees must be placed 
at least 15 feet away of the lot 
line and any structures.
- Small trees must be placed 
at least 2 feet away of the lot 
line and any primary 
structures.
Hedges must be placed at 
least 1 foot off of the lot line 
and any primary structures.
 
1. 
TYPE
Barrier Types: Wall, 
Fence, Hedge, Small Tree 
Series
2. 
DIMENSION
Barrier Size Requirements:
- Wall, Fence, and Hedge 
height: 6ft max
- Tree Series Height: 18 ft 
max
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Barrier Alignment 
Requirements:
- Wall and Fences must sit on 
lot line up to the front lot 
setback, which they must sit 
upon.
- Hedges and Tree Series’s 
must sit at least 1 foot off of 
lot and front setback lines
4. 
RAISED 
Porch / Deck Surface 
Requirements:
-porch or deck structures must be 
attached to primary structure, and 
must stay within setback zone, 
except in the front.
- Hard surface may be used up to 
3 ft above the ground as porch or 
deck.
-front porches may extend off of 
primary structure up to 8 ft. into 
the front setback
- rear structures may extend off of 
primary structure up to 24 ft into 
the rear yard setback area
5. 
ALIGNMENT
Primary Structure Front and Side 
Alignment Requirements:
 
- Primary structures must align to one front 
corner of the lot setback zone.
- Building structure length perpendicular to 
front lot line may not exceed length of the 
street-front structure.
- Lot with no adjacent structures, structures 
aligned to both sides of lot, and structures 
aligned to opposite sides of lot: owner may 
choose side to align primary structure to.
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
lot line: primary structure must align to this 
side. 
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
opposite, lot line: primary structure must 
align to the opposite side of this structure. 
A. House  (primary structure) C. Ground  (lot surface)
B. Shed  (non-primary structure) D. Tree (foliage) E. Fence (vertical barrier)
PROTOCOL
III
ELEMENTS
1. 
RATIO 
Lot to Structure Ratio: 
maximum lot coverage for all 
structures combined.
- Dual Lot Blot: 25% 
- Tri Lot Blot: 18%
- Quad Lot Blot: 15%
2. 
SETBACK
Lot Setback Zone: minimum 
offset from lot line for primary 
building structure.
- Front and Rear: 20ft
- Sides: 6ft
3. 
WIDTH
Primary Structure Width 
Req irement: 
Building structures may not 
exceed 16ft in width, 
measured perpendicular to 
long faces of building. 
1. 
SETBACK
Non-Primary Structure 
Setback Requirem nts:
- Non-primary structures must 
be located behind front 
s tback line (20ft from 
sidewalk).  On all other parts 
of the lot (sides and rear lot), 
non-primary structures must 
sit at least 1ft off of property 
line.
2. 
DIMENSION
Non-primary Structure 
Dime sion Requirements:
- Non-primary structure 
maximum width and length: 
16ft x 24ft
- Non-primary structure 
maximum height: 15ft
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Non-Primary Structure 
Alignment Req irements: 
- Non-primary structur s must 
align along the front or rear 
setback, within 5 feet.
4. 
HEIGHT
Primary Structure Height 
Requirement:
- Buildings may not exceed 
35’ in total eight.
- Buildings may have up to 2 
floors above ground. 
1. 
TYPE
 Surface Types: Hard, Mid, 
nd Soft.
- Hard Surface: Asphalt or similar 
experientially, such as concrete, 
stone, brick, or gravel.  Must be 
able to withstand the weight of a 
motor vehicle without damage or 
significant alteration.
- Mid Surface: Mulch or similar 
experientially, such as loose small 
pebbles or pine straw.
- Soft Surface: Grass or similar 
experientially, such as short 
clover, turf, or sedge. 
2. 
WIDTH
Surface Width Requirements:
- Hard Surface: can be used 
on any ground areas of lot 
22ft or less i  width.
- Mid surface: can be used on 
any ground areas of lot 22ft or 
less in width.
- Soft surface: used on any 
ground areas of lot larg r than 
6ft in width where hard 
surface and mid surface is not 
required. 
3. 
AREA
Surface Ground Area 
Requirements:
- At least 3ft x 6ft hard or 
medium surface is requir d 
within front setback are , 
define  as the ground area 
between the zoning setback 
line and 16ft offset from this 
line.  
- At least 50% of lot must be 
covered in soft surface. 
1. 
TYPE
Foliage types: Large Tree, 
Small r , Hedg , Plant
- Large Tree: any tree larger 
taller than overall house 
height.
- Small Tree: any tree short r 
than overall hous  h ight, can 
be used in series as a barrier 
(See: E. Fence).
2. 
PLACEMENT
Foliage Type Placement 
Requirements:
- Front Yard and Side Yards: 
Small Trees, Hedges, and 
Plants are allowed in the front 
yard.
- Rear Yard: Large Trees, 
Small Trees, and Hedges are 
allowed in the rear yard. 
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Foliage Alignment 
Requirements:
- Large trees must be placed 
at least 15 feet away of the lot 
line and any structures.
- Small trees must be placed 
at least 2 feet away of the lot 
lin  and any primary 
structures.
Hedges must be pla ed at 
least 1 foot off of the lot line 
and any primary structures.
 
1. 
TYPE
Barrier Types: Wall, 
Fence, Hedge, Small Tree 
Series
2. 
DIMENSION
Barrier Size Requirements:
- Wall, Fence, and Hedge 
height: 6ft max
- Tree Series Height: 18 ft 
max
3. 
ALIGNMENT
Barrier Alignment 
Requirements:
- Wall and Fences must it on 
lot line up to the front lot 
setback, which they must sit 
upon.
- Hedges a d Tree Series’s 
must sit at least 1 foot off of 
lot and front setback lines
4. 
RAISED 
Porch / Deck Surface 
Requirements:
-porch or deck structures must be 
attached to primary structure, and 
must stay within setback zone, 
except in the front.
- Hard surface may be used up to 
3 ft above the ground as porch or 
deck.
-front porches may extend off of 
primary structure up to 8 ft. into 
the front setback
- rear structures may extend off of 
primary structure up to 24 ft into 
the rear yard setback area
5. 
ALIGNMENT
Primary Structure Front and Side 
Alignment Requirements:
 
- Primary structures must align to one front 
corner of the lot setback zone.
- Building structure length perpendicular to 
front lot line may not exceed length of the 
street-front structure.
- Lot with no adjacent structures, structures 
aligned to both sides of lot, and structures 
aligned to opposite sides of lot: owner may 
choose side to align primary structure to.
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
lot line: primary structure must align to this 
side. 
- Lot with one adjacent structure aligned to 
opposite, lot line: primary structure must 
align to the opposite side of this structure. 
A. House  (primary structure) C. Ground  (lot surface)
B. Shed  (non-primary structure) D. Tree (foliage) E. Fence (vertical barrier)
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HOUSES
Type A
  
2 BR, for 2 and 3 lot blots
 
Lot Coverage: 960 sf
Total Area: 1,320 - 1,440 sf
Type B
  
2 BR, for 2 and 3 lot blots 
Lot Coverage: 770 sf
Total Area: 1,100 - 1,230 sf
Type C
  
3 BR, for 2, 3, and 4 lot blots
 
Lot Coverage: 1,140 sf
Total Area: 1,610 - 1,730 sf
Type D
  
3 BR, for 3 and 4 lot blots 
Lot Coverage: 1,710 sf
Total Area: 1,710 - 1,970 sf
bungalow gable
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APPLICATION
EXISTING GRIXDALE PLAN
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APPLICATION
2040 GRIXDALE PLAN
34
APPLICATION
2060 - 2080 GRIXDALE PLAN
APPLICATION
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AXONOMETRIC
APPLICATION
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APPLICATION
AXONOMETRIC
GRIXDALE SINGLE BLOCK CORNER ELEVATIONS
1” = 450’
GRIXDALE SUPERBLOCK SECTIONS
1” = 250’
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GRIXDALE SINGLE BLOCK CORNER ELEVATIONS
1” = 450’
GRIXDALE SUPERBLOCK SECTIONS
1” = 250’
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APPLICATION
ELEVATIONS / SECTIONS
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STREETFRONT VIEW
INTERIOR BLOCK VIEW
APPLICATION
PERSPECTIVES
STREETFRONT VIEW
INTERIOR BLOCK VIEW

